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AMENDVENTS TO THE SOLI Cl TATI ON
|. Purpose of Anendment:

The purpose of this amendnment is to answer technical questions regarding
the RFP. This anendnment does not change the due date of the proposal

. The attachnent entitled "QUESTI ONS AND ANSVERS" has been added. The
text is as foll ows:

Questionsfor EPA Regarding Solicitation PR-CI-03-10291

Technical and Regulatory Support For The Development of Criteria For Water Media
(Ecological Emphasis)

Question No. 1.

In the Technical Evaluation Criteria Section A.1. - Corporate Technical Experience of the
RFP, EPA states:
“ Demonstration should be made by providing written summaries of completed projects
that reflect the types of work in the above sections. (Sngle or multiple, but not more than
five example(s) may be used to address the types of activities listed. Total pages for all
examples, combined, should not exceed 15.)”
Could EPA clarify what “ the types of activities listed” refer to (e.g., major scope of work
areas). In addition, isthere a 15 page limit for Section A.1 of the submitted proposal?

Answer to question No. 1

Types of Activities for which examples are requested are any or al of the activitiesincluded in
the listed subsections of Section 2 (2.3, 2.5-2.7, 2.9 - 2.12, 2.14 - 2.18) and presented in Section
3 of the SOW. The offeror may provide up to five examples that each demonstrate corporate
experience in one or more of the these subsections or sections.

Per Attachment 4, “Technical Proposal Instructions’, proposals are limited to 300 pages. Per
Attachment 3, “Technical Evaluation Criterion”, CriteriaA.1, it specifies that examples
demonstrating the requested capabilities and experience are limited to 15 pages. The total
response to criteria A.1l isincluded in the 300 page limitation, but only 15 pages of that response
isto be alocated for examples. The 300 page limitation includes those 15 pages, but the
response to A.1 can total more than 15 pages if there is supplementary text explaining the
relevance of those examples, etc.

Question No. 2
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In the Technical Evaluation Criteria Section B.1 - Basic, the point total next to the B.1
header is 50, but the three sections listed for the section only add up to 40 points. Isthere a
section missing, or should the points be distributed differently among the three subgroups?

Answer to question No. 2

Y es, asection is missing.

Thetotal should be 50. Please include aresponse to B.1(4) in your proposal, as follows:
4. collection of datafrom data bases and literature and determination of data quality;

preparing method for prioritizing chemicals for risk assessment; conducting statistical
analyses. 10 Pts.

Question No. 3

In the Cost Proposal Instructions, hoursfor P level 1 staff have not been allocated.
Would it be more cost effective to allocate hours to P1 staff to support activities such as
workshops and literature searches (obtaining articles fromthe library)?

Answer to Question No. 3

Hours for P1 staff were not allocated because we have found in the past that over the life of our
contracts P1 staff wererarely used. The costing presented in the RFP is provided as a standard
for all offerorsto propose to.

Question No. 4

The labor categoriesin the cost proposal may not encompass all the key personnel roles

we will present. An exampleis a Scientific Technical Writer that isa P4 level (not listed) vs. the
same title as a P3 (listed). Can we list the P4 person anyways, thereby technically creating a new
labor category? What are our options?

Answer to Question No. 4

The offeror should bid on the P levels and key personnel roles presented in the RFP.  Any

personnel included in the proposal should be bid at the actual rate used for payment of that
personnel, regardless of the P-level designation utilized in the proposal, and must meet the
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qualifications of that particular P-level where they are being proposed. If the offeror wants to
include categories/P-levels that were not part of the RFP, that would be permissable, however the
hours assigned to those categories where proposed must be “over and above” the RFP-specified
amounts, not instead of those listed.

Question No. 5

Evaluation Criterion A states the following: "Demonstrated cor porate experience fulfilling the
requirements of contracts [emphasis added] similar to those outlined in this solicitation relative
to the following subcriteria.” However, Evaluation Subcriterion A.1 (Corporate Technical
Experience) refersto projects, rather than contracts: "...Demonstration should be made by
providing written summaries of completed projects [ emphasis added] that reflect the types of
work in the above sections..." Should corporate technical experience under A.1 be demonstrated
through contracts (which may include multiple projects) or individual projects?

Answer to Question No. 5

Either is acceptable aslong as sufficient detail is provided to demonstrate experience in the
specified sections of the SOW.

Question No. 6

Evaluation subcriterion A.1. states that the total pages for all technical examples, combined, isa
maximum of 15 pages. We assume that this maximum applies to the exampl es themsel ves, but
does not include the text used in Subcriterion A.1 to introduce the examples. Please confirm
whether this assumption is correct.

Answer to Question No. 6

Per Attachment 4, “Technical Proposal Instructions’, proposals are limited to 300 pages. Per
Attachment 3, “Technical Evaluation Criterion”, CriteriaA.1, it specifies that examples
demonstrating the requested capabilities and experience are limited to 15 pages. The total
response to criteria A.1l isincluded in the 300 page limitation, but only 15 pages of that response
isto be alocated for examples. The 300 page limitation includes those 15 pages, but the
response to A.1 can total more than 15 pages if there is supplementary text explaining the
relevance of those examples, etc.
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Question No. 7

Thereis a discrepancy between the Technical Proposal Instructions and the Evaluation Criteria
in referencing subcriteria under C. In the Technical Proposal Instructions (page 4-4), we believe
that the reference to subcriterion C.1 (which relates to the Program Manager's technical
gualifications) applies specifically to evaluation subcriterion C.1.1, (which relates to the
Program Manager's technical qualifications). On page 4-5, there are two different references to
subcriterion C.2. We believe that the first mention of subcriterion C.2 (which refersto
credentials and management experience of the proposed Program Manager) appliesto
evaluation subcriterion C.1.2 (which addresses the Program Manager's management
experience). We believe that the next use of subcriterion C.2, correctly refersto credentials and
management experience of the Proposed Team Leaders. Please confirm whether these
assumptions are correct.

Answer to Question No. 7

Y es, the questioners statement is correct. Please note the clarification below and respond
accordingly:

. Technical Evaluation Criterion C.1.1 should follow instructions listed at C.1in
the Technical Proposal Instructions.

. Technical Evaluation Criterion C.1.2 should follow instructions listed as C.2 on
top of Page 4-5 of the Technical Proposal Instructions.

. Technical Evaluation Criterion C.2 should follow instructions listed as C.2 on

bottom of Page 4-5 of the Technical Proposal Instructions.
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